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SYNOPSIS

The University of California at Santa Cruz has submitted an issue identification paper pursuant to the
requirement of Section 13504 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). According to CCR §
13503, the purpose of the issue identification process in this case is to facilitate the preparation of a
Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) by determining which policies of the Coastal Act apply to the
area in question, as well as to outline tasks to be accomplished in the preparation of the Long Range
Development Plan (e.g. specific planning studies and/or CEQA review process).

The University is creating an LRDP for approximately 102 acres of coastal terrace property at the
northern tip of the City of Santa Cruz. This site is referred to locally as Terrace Point. The primary
purpose of the LRDP would be to guide the development of the University’s Institute for Marine
Sciences. The Institute would encompass and expand upon existing Long Marine Lab developments,
and in doing so would: (1) assist in the development of academic programs and marine instrumentation
facilities, (2) facilitate the development of partnerships and collaborations with state and federal
marine agency programs, and (3) develop public education and policy related programs.

In this action, the Commission must only tell the University whether the document identifies all Coastal
Act policies that are applicable to Terrace Point. In addition, through this Issue Identification comment
process, the Commission and other interested parties are afforded the opportunity to address the issues
identified by the University, as well as the manner in which the University intends to address these
issues through the forthcoming planing process, before substantial work on the draft LRDP is
undertaken.

The University submitted this issue identification document in accordance with the requirements of
CCR § 13503 and 13504. The full text of the issue identification submittal is attached as Exhibit A.

Further information on the document may be obtained from Kevin Colin at the Central Coast District
Office of the Coastal Commission at 725 Front Street, Suite 300, Santa Cruz, CA 95060, (831) 427-
4863.
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Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends adoption of the following resolution:

Resolution I. (Resolution adopting comments on the University
of California Issue Identification Submittal for Terrace Point)

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Approval of this motion will result in the adoption
of the findings of this staff report. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the
present Commissioners.

Motion. I move that the Commission adopt the comments contained within the findings of
the issue identification staff report dated November 28, 2000.

Resolution to Adopt. The Commission hereby adopts the findings contained within the
issue identification staff report, according to the requirements of California Code of
Regulations Sections 13503 and 13504, and hereby acknowledges that the University has
correctly identified all Coastal Act policies that are applicable to Terrace Point.
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1. Findings and Declarations
The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. Terrace Point Background

General Location & Background
The University of California is preparing a Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for its coastal
terrace property located just within the western boundary of the City of Santa Cruz in Santa Cruz
County. Terrace Point was annexed to the City in the early 1980’s. As shown on Exhibit B, this 102
acres includes:

• 26 acres at the Younger Lagoon Reserve;

• 16 acres that contain the Long Marine Laboratory (LML) campus and related facilities,
including the Center for Ocean Health and the California Department of Fish and Game Oiled
Wildlife Facility;

• 60 acres comprising the vacant coastal terrace to the east of the National Marine Fisheries
Service building (2.5 acres of this land) including the Discovery Center and areas north of
existing development at Terrace Point.

In the general Terrace Point vicinity, agricultural land extends to the west beyond Younger Lagoon
along the coast, to the north to the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks, and beyond to Highway 1. The
Raytek industrial facility is located directly north of Terrace Point across the railroad tracks. South of
Terrace Point lies Monterey Bay and the Pacific Ocean. To the east are the De Anza Mobile Estates
(residential) and Natural Bridges State Park. (See Exhibit B)

The approximate 60-acre upland coastal terrace had been the subject of recent planning efforts by
ATC Realty Sixteen, Inc., a wholly-owned subsidiary of Wells Fargo Bank. This area is primarily
made up of fallow agricultural fields that are now home to coastal meadows and wetlands; they
separate Long Marine Laboratory from public City services and have historically delineated the
urban/rural boundary on the City’s west side. When the Local Coastal Program for the City of Santa
Cruz was certified in 1981, the Terrace Point site was not certified, but was designated as part of the
Westside Areas of Deferred Certification because the City declined to accept Commission
modifications limiting development. Terrace Point remains an Area of Deferred Certification today.
Since the University now owns most of Terrace Point, coastal planning is governed by the LRDP
process established by the Coastal Act.
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Previously Approved Projects & Related Commission Actions
Since adoption of the Coastal Act, the Commission has approved a number of important coastal
dependent and/or coastal related developments at Terrace Point. These include:

1. Coastal Development Permit P-1859. In 1976 the Commission approved the first significant
development on Terrace Point: original Phase I development of the Long Marine Laboratory
facility. By doing so, the Commission found: that the lab was a coastal-dependent use which
needed to be located in a remote, semi-rural area; that the facility would not adversely affect
adjacent agricultural operations; and that public access to Younger Lagoon should be limited
to protect the environmentally sensitive lagoon and beach habitats. CDP P-1859 authorized
the construction of multiple lab buildings, educational facilities, tanks, sheds and associated
infrastructure including the McAllister Way access road from Delaware Avenue, a saltwater
exchange system, underground electric and telephone extensions, and a 10,000 gallon
sewage holding tank. Through Commission-approved condition compliance for CDP P-
1859, public access to Younger Lagoon and the beach environs was generally closed off to
the public in 1981 to allow for wetland research and study in a controlled setting. (The
Commission will be revisiting this closure in the near future through a reporting requirement
under the original conditions of permit approval.)

2. Coastal Development Permit 3-83-076. In 1983 the Commission approved the Phase II
expansion of the LML Lab. This effectively doubled the size of the original facility and
included a new aquarium and museum, as well as additional research facilities, tanks,
service buildings, and parking. Several amendments followed from 1985 through 1987
which allowed for modifications to the dolphin tank (3-83-076-A1), an additional LML
building (3-83-076-A2), and an aquaculture operation with buildings, tanks, and associated
facilities (3-83-076-A3, A4 and a 1987 immaterial amendment).

3. Coastal Development Permit Amendment 3-83-076-A5. In 1994 the Commission approved
the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Oiled Wildlife Rehabilitation Center
on the blufftop plateau above Younger Lagoon, inland from the main assemblage of LML
buildings). The CDFG facility provides rescue and rehabilitation services for oiled wildlife
and includes two major buildings along with pens, mammal pools, bird holding areas, cage
cleaning areas, and parking and storage areas. This CDFG development was followed in
1995 and 1996 by several projects associated with the same upper terrace (inland) site
including slope restoration along Younger Lagoon (also numbered 3-83-076-A5), partial
change from greenhouse aquaculture use to organic plant propagation (3-83-076-A6), partial
change from greenhouse aquaculture use to bioassay operation (3-83-076-A7), and the
installation of an equipment storage shed for the CDFG facility (3-83-076-A9 & A10). In
1996 the Commission also authorized chain link and mesh fencing along the eastern property
boundary of the Lab (3-83-076-A8).

4. Coastal Development Permit Amendment 3-83-076-A11. In 1997 the Commission
authorized a private water line extension to serve the LML site. The line was constructed to
public water line specifications and connected to the municipal system at Delaware Avenue.
The Commission noted that the then landowner (Wells Fargo/ATC realty) had no legal right
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to use of the water, did not pay for the improvements, did not incur any taxes or service
charges because the water is extended across their property, and entered into a non-
exclusive easement with the University to allow the extension of a private line across their
property that effectively acknowledged the independence of this water supply from any
decisions of the Coastal Commission on future uses of this privately-owned site.
Accordingly, the Commission found that the private water line extension would not
prejudice preparation of an LCP or LRDP for the site.

5. Coastal Development Permit 3-97-050. Later in 1997, the Commission authorized the
construction of the Long Marine Lab Marine Discovery Center on the coastal bluff
immediately to the east to the Long Marine Lab campus. The Marine Discovery Center
consists of the Education/Visitor Center and Teaching Laboratory (approximately 19,000
gross square feet) and a parking lot for 53 cars. While not processed as an amendment to the
base permit, the Discovery Center is a component of the overall LML campus. This is
clearly evident in the Commission’s Discovery Center authorization that included the
conversion of the LML 10,000 gallon concrete septic vault to a sewage pump station and the
connection of this system to the City’s wastewater system at the intersection of Delaware
Avenue and Shaffer Road. Use of this sewer line was, and is, limited to existing permitted
development at the LML site.

6. Consistency Determination CD-50-98. In 1998 the Commission concurred with the
consistency determination of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for the
development of a fisheries research laboratory on a 2.5 acre parcel of land directly east of
LML property and McAllister Way on the Terrace Point parcel (CD-50-98). The NMFS
facility is just being completed as is a 53,400 square foot, 2-story laboratory building, with
53 parking spaces, site landscaping, and utilities, and a seawater intake station on the
adjacent LML site. Although clearly interrelated (in terms of use, proximity and partnership
programs), the NMFS facility is not part of the LML campus.

7. Coastal Development Permit Amendment 3-97-050-A1. In July of 1999, the Commission
authorized a slight modification to the 1997-authorized sewer line. This modification
allowed the University to connect the LML sewer system to the system to be constructed by
NMFS instead of constructing a second redundant sewer line connection to the municipal
system at Delaware Avenue and Shaffer Road.

8. Coastal Development Permit Amendment 3-83-076-A13. In August of 1999, the
Commission approved the removal of several smaller LML structures to be replaced with
the Center for Ocean Health, consisting of a 23,000 square foot laboratory and
administration building (36-feet high), a 2,300 square foot shop building (17.5-feet high);
and a reconfigured and paved 31 space parking lot. The Center for Ocean Health is currently
under construction and will facilitate marine research at Long Marine Laboratory (LML) by
replacing aging and inefficient temporary facilities with high quality lab, office, and support
space in close proximity to the seawater laboratories and the current LML cluster of
buildings and facilities.
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B. Commission Comments

1. Preparing the Long Range Development Plan (LRDP)
The LRDP Planning Process: An Overview

What is a Long Range Development Plan?  A Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) is essentially
the functional equivalent of a Local Coastal Program, with some exceptions. Section 13502 of the
California Code of Regulations defines a LRDP:

“Long Range Development Plan” hereinafter referred to as “LRDP” means the relevant
portions of the land use plans and policies for the physical development of campuses and
educational facilities of the University of California or the California State University
and Colleges, which are sufficiently detailed to indicate the kinds, location and intensity
of land uses, the applicable resource protection and development policies and, where
necessary, a listing of other implementing actions.

As described by CCR § 13502 above, the LRDP will eventually take a form that is largely analogous
to a Local Coastal Program (LCP). Like an LCP, the LRDP must contain a land use plan, as well as
implementing measures similar to those found in a zoning ordinance. For example, the LRDP should
include a land use portion containing resource protection and public access policies, to name a few;
the land use portion should also delineate the kinds, locations, and intensities of development. Also,
the LRDP should contain an implementing section describing how the land use policies will be carried
out. As mentioned, though, there are some key differences between LCPs and LRDPs; two of these
include the level of detail contained within the planning document and how development is ultimately
carried out.

Concerning the first difference, LRDP and LCP documents typically differ in their level of detail.
Generally, an LRDP is more geographically specific in terms of the application of land use policies;
and this is largely because University lands tend to cover less area than, for example, a city or county.
In other words, while an LCP might contain policies that are applicable to any entire city or county, an
LRDP tends to prescribe specific policy language to a much smaller geographic area; and overall, the
LRDP is probably more akin to a specific plan with implementing provisions.

The second difference concerns the manner in which development can proceed under a certified LRDP
as opposed to under an LCP. Under a certified LRDP, the University Staff or Regents do not approve a
development, but rather send a “notice of impending development” to the Commission. The University
must send this notice 30 days prior to beginning construction. Once in receipt of this notice,
Commission Staff will review the proposed project for consistency with the certified LRDP and
formulate a recommendation to the Commission. Once before the Commission, the proposed project
will be reviewed for consistency with the LRDP. If the Commission finds that the proposed
development is consistent with the certified LRDP, then development may proceed. However, if the
Commission finds the proposal inconsistent, then additional conditions may be added to insure
consistency. Thus, the key difference between an LCP and LRDP is that the Commission cannot deny
development prescribed under a certified LRDP, but can only condition such development proposals if
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it finds inconsistensies with the certified LRDP.

How does the LRDP Preparation Process Work? The first step to the preparation of an LRDP is the
preparation of a Coastal Act issue identification paper. According to California Code of Regulation
(CCR) § 13503, the purpose of the issue identification submittal is described as follows:

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 30500(c) and 30501(a), an identification of
coastal conservation and development issues shall be made as the first step in the
preparation of an LCP or LRDP. For LCPs and LRDPs, the purpose of the “issue
identification” is to:

(1)  determine the policies of the Coastal Act that apply in each jurisdiction;

(2)  determine the extent to which existing local plans are adequate to meet Coastal Act
requirements; and

(3)  delineate any potential conflicts between existing plans and development proposals
and the policies of the Coastal Act.

In this case, numbers one and three above are most applicable to Terrace Point because there is no
existing Long Range Development Plan for the site; the University has elected to prepare a new
planning document. Therefore, in light of the absence of existing plans meeting Coastal Act
requirements, the University submitted an issue identification document that determines the
applicability of Coastal Act policies and outlines future tasks to be accomplished in preparing the
draft LRDP.

In response to the Issue Identification submittal, the Commission must determine whether the
University’s submittal identifies all Coastal Act policies applicable to Terrace Point. Also, the
Commission has the opportunity to comment on the contents of the submittal, as well as the
University’s tasks to be done prior to the completion of a draft Long Range Development Plan.
Overall, substantial potential Coastal Act policy conflicts should be set forth as coastal planning
issues to be addressed in the LRDP.

Under this framework, upon completion of the Issue Identification review process, the University is to
then begin the preparation of a draft LRDP according to the methodology outlined in Coastal
Commission Regulation (CCR) Sections 13506 through 13514. In summary, these sections require that
the draft LRDP include:

• An application of Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act to determine the kind,
location, and intensity of land and water uses that would be in conformity with the Act;

• Measures necessary to achieve conformity with the policies of Chapter Three of the
Coastal Act;

• Plans which include: (1) the specific type of development activity or activities proposed to
be undertaken, (2) the maximum and minimum intensity of such activity or activities, (3)
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proposed and alternative locations considered to be undertaken, (4) a capital improvement
program or other implementing devices, (5) other information deemed necessary by the
Executive Director of the Commission;

• An analysis of existing and proposed capacities, decision points for expansion, and portion
reserved for priority uses if the Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act limit or
condition the amount, timing, or location or public works facilities;

• Proposed categories of development not requiring a coastal development permit;

• A public access component detailing the kinds and intensities of uses, specific geographic
areas proposed for direct physical access to coastal water areas (including an
implementation schedule);

• The consideration and description of uses of more than local importance (i.e. coastal
agriculture, wildlife habitats, public access uses, visitor-serving developments, coastal
dependent research institutions.).

Along with the completion of the draft LRDP, the University will initiate the CEQA review process;
the CEQA document will provide a supplemental planning tool to be used in further refining the draft
LRDP.  Once completing the draft CEQA document, the Commission may hold a public hearing,
according to CCR § 13557 and 13558, and direct staff to make comments and/or request additional
information. Regardless as to whether the Commission holds a public hearing on the CEQA document,
Commission staff will forward comments on the draft CEQA document to the University on behalf of
the Commission. Comments by the Commission or its staff are intended to aid the University in
preparing adequate environmental documents, and should not be construed as to which action the
Commission may take with regards to certification of the LRDP.

Following completion of the CEQA review process, the University will finalize the LRDP for
submittal to the Commission. However, before completing a final LRDP, the University is expected
(under CCR § 13516) to consult with Commission staff in order to resolve issues as to the conformity
and sufficiency in meeting the requirements of the Coastal Act. In addition, the University also has the
option, under CCR § 13517, of soliciting a preliminary non-binding review of the draft LRDP by the
Commission; the public would likewise have the opportunity to comment during such a review by the
Commission. After consultations with Commission staff and/or the Commission, the University will
then submit a final LRDP to the Commission for certification.

After receiving the final draft LRDP, Commission staff will review the submittal for completeness
under CCR § 13520 and, if deemed complete, will schedule a public hearing and prepare a
recommendation to the Commission. The public and other interested persons will also have the
opportunity to comment during the Commission’s review of the final LRDP submittal. Once reviewed
by the Commission, action will be taken, similar to that taken on an LCP or LCP amendment, upon the
LRDP. In other words, the Commission may certify the LRDP as submitted, deny the submittal, or
certify it with modifications.
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Recent LRDP Planning Efforts for Terrace Point

Since acquiring the 60 acres adjacent to the Long Marine Laboratory (LML) complex, the University
has initiated the preparation of a Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the entire Terrace Point
site. This approach is consistent with previous findings of the Commission which essentially state the
Commission’s preference that, before additional development could take place at Terrace Point, a
governing authority would need to produce an LCP or LRDP for the site. As such, the pursuit of a
comprehensive plan that will both fulfill the requirements of the Coastal Act and guide potential future
development in a manner which best addresses coastal resources is welcome.

As already noted, the first step to the formulation of an LRDP for this site is the identification of
issues, as related to the policies of the Coastal Act. Once properly identified, these issues provide a
basis for the establishment of development constraints that protect resources at the site.  Section 13504
(c) of the Commission’s regulations state:

The governing authority shall transmit copies of its issue identification, including a
statement regarding the manner in which the local government or governing authority
intends to address coastal planing issues organized into an outline of major tasks to be
performed….before beginning any substantial work on its LCP or LRDP. . . .

The Commission notes that the LRDP issue identification and California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) review process are both expected to flesh out the development constraints of this site. Once
these constraints are known in more detail, the University can best proceed with formulating the type,
location, and intensity of development appropriate for the site.

The Commission also notes, though, that the process that has occurred to date has not strictly followed
the above described sequential approach. The University has developed a number of site plan
alternatives somewhat separate from, although generally within the context of a Coastal Act issue
identification and resource constraints analysis. (See Exhibit C for site plan alternatives.)  Although
this process of alternatives development has been useful in framing the initial discussion of future
development at Terrace Point, the Commission also expects that the University will remain open to the
identification of a full range of potential development patterns while proceeding through the
forthcoming issue identification and constraints analysis processes.  In particular, the Commission
notes that, in terms of their proposed intensity of development, the site plan alternatives appear very
similar. Also, as the following findings indicate, they do not in all cases reflect scenarios that might be
expected to emerge from the issue identification and subsequent analyses.  For purposes of a
meaningful evaluation of alternatives under (CEQA), other alternatives should be considered. In
addition to the “no project” alternative, one of these alternatives should include a substantial decrease
in the intensity of development represented in the three site plan alternatives. It is anticipated that this
issue identification discussion, and Commission staff comments to be submitted in the CEQA review
process, will aid the detailing of such a lower intensity alternative.

2. Wetlands and Other Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs)
Applicable Coastal Act Policies
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The issue identification submittal (attached as Exhibit A) correctly identifies that the following
Coastal Act policies pertaining to the protection of wetlands and other environmentally sensitive
habitat areas are applicable to Terrace Point:

§ 30230: Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored.
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or economic
significance.  Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will
sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy
populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial,
recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.

§ 30231: The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms
and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored
through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and
substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation,
maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing
alteration of natural streams.

§ 30232: Protection against the spillage of crude oil, gas, petroleum products, or
hazardous substances shall be provided in relation to any development or transportation
of such materials.  Effective containment and cleanup facilities and procedures shall be
provided for accidental spills that do occur.

§ 30233: (a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries,
and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this
division, where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where
feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental
effects, and shall be limited to the following:

(l) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, including
commercial fishing facilities.

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing
navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat
launching ramps.

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating facilities;
and in a degraded wetland, identified by the Department of Fish and Game pursuant to
subdivision (b) of Section 30411, for boating facilities if, in conjunction with such boating
facilities, a substantial portion of the degraded wetland is restored and maintained as a
biologically productive wetland.  The size of the wetland area used for boating facilities,
including berthing space, turning basins, necessary navigation channels, and any
necessary support service facilities, shall not exceed 25 percent of the degraded wetland.
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(4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and lakes,
new or expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for public
recreational piers that provide public access and recreational opportunities.

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables and
pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines.

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in environmentally
sensitive areas.

(7) Restoration purposes.

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities.

(b) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to avoid significant
disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water circulation.  Dredge spoils suitable
for beach replenishment should be transported for such purposes to appropriate beaches
or into suitable long shore current systems.

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or dredging in
existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the
wetland or estuary.  Any alteration of coastal wetlands identified by the Department of
Fish and Game, including, but not limited to, the l9 coastal wetlands identified in its
report entitled, "Acquisition Priorities for the Coastal Wetlands of California", shall be
limited to very minor incidental public facilities, restorative measures, nature study,
commercial fishing facilities in Bodega Bay, and development in already developed parts
of south San Diego Bay, if otherwise in accordance with this division.

(d) Erosion control and flood control facilities constructed on water courses can
impede the movement of sediment and nutrients which would otherwise be carried by
storm runoff into coastal waters.  To facilitate the continued delivery of these sediments to
the littoral zone, whenever feasible, the material removed from these facilities may be
placed at appropriate points on the shoreline in accordance with other applicable
provisions of this division, where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to
minimize adverse environmental effects.  Aspects that shall be considered before issuing a
coastal development permit for such purposes are the method of placement, time of year of
placement, and sensitivity of the placement area.

ESHA Issues Identified by the University

The University’s submittal identifies the following Coastal Act issues, summarized below, addressing
the protection of wetlands and other environmentally sensitive habitat areas:

• What development siting criteria, controls, and resource management measures are
necessary to protect ESHAs?
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• What are the existing values of habitats at Terrace Point, and are there measures to enhance
habitat values here?

• Are there other ESHAs besides wetlands on site?

• How will listed species be protected?

• How will construction and post-development activities prevent long term impacts to
sensitive habitats?

• How will non-point source pollution be managed?

Commission Comments Relative to ESHAs at Terrace Point

The Terrace Point site includes substantial wetland and other ESHAs, including sensitive habitats both
atop the coastal terrace and Younger Lagoon itself. Younger Lagoon traverses the eastern border of
Terrace Point and is a University of California Natural Reserve, harboring a diverse range of habitats
for a variety of species. This area is protected as a wildlife refuge, and has historically provided for
research and teaching in the field sciences. There are other ESHAs, potentially connected biologically
to Younger Lagoon, which occupy large portions of the coastal terrace. These include the large
wetland nearest Long Marine Laboratory, the smaller wetland complex adjacent to the National
Marine Fisheries Service building, and the wet meadow and riparian areas north of McAllister Way
(toward the railroad tracks).

University staff are currently relying upon the 1997 wetland delineation for wetland constraints
mapping. Commission and University Staff met at the project site on September 15, 2000 to discuss the
issue of current wetland boundaries. At this meeting, the methods of past wetland delineations were
discussed, providing a useful context for understanding the processes that led to the reduction in the
area of wetlands between 1993 and 1997. As a result of this site visit and a review of substantive file
materials, the 1997 wetland delineation appears to generally accurately portray current site conditions.

In addition to currently identified wetland boundaries, the Commission notes that the presence and/or
extent of additional ESHAs at the project site, such as sensitive upland wetland and/or riparian-
willow habitats, has yet to be determined. Similarly, the Issue Identification echoes this point, and the
LRDP and CEQA document are expected to address this topic. On a similar note, based upon
observations by the Commission’s Biologist during the September 15, 2000 site visit, it appeared that
the current extent of the wetland area adjacent to the De Anza mobile home-park might not be
accurately depicted on the University’s 1997 delineation. Similarly, the extent of wetlands at the
extreme southeast corner of the site may not be acurrately portrayed. Therefore, the LRDP will need to
investigate the current extent of wetlands at these locations.

The University’s submittal identifies the issue of existing habitat values, as well as the issue of the
potential for habitat enhancement. The Commission notes that, within the overall LRDP context, the
Lagoon is probably the most important environmentally sensitive habitat area here. The Lagoon is one
of the few remaining natural coastal wetlands in Santa Cruz County, and harbors a diverse range of
aquatic and terrestrial habitats and species. Similarly, habitat areas upon the coastal terrace and which
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are biologically connected to Younger are also of high resource value both due to significant wildlife
use for forage and roosting, as well as their proximity to Younger Lagoon. In terms of other wetland
areas upon the coastal terrace, the Issue Identification submittal describes these areas as containing
little or no wildlife value. However, site planning under the LRDP and CEQA document needs to be
better understand the full value of these areas both individually, as well as their role as part of an
interconnected system whose productivity should be fostered to the degree possible. As such, it would
appear appropriate for the LRDP to investigate and analyze habitat values at Terrace Point within this
context.

Concerning the wetland areas that have decreased from 1993 to 1997, the Commission notes that, just
as a variety of factors led to a reduction of these wetland areas, a combination of other factors could
lead to an increased wetland area in the future. Given that the site has historically supported a much
larger wetland complex, it appears that areas delineated in 1993 (but not 1997) could be addressed
within a larger resource potential context.

For each known (and potential) ESHA area, the LRDP must provide for avoidance of these resources,
and must include adequate buffers to assure the protection of all such areas. Similarly, the LRDP
should include management provisions to assure the continuance and enhancement of identified ESHA
areas. The University’s submittal has appropriately identified post-construction habitat management as
an issue. Potential restoration areas that may improve existing habitat values and improve overall
habitat connectivity should be identified as well. For example, it would appear appropriate for the
LRDP to investigate the potential for restoration of a wildlife corridor between Younger Lagoon and
Antonelli pond across the northern wet meadow area. Likewise, the LRDP might also investigate the
feasibility of improved connectivity between the large seasonal pond and Younger Lagoon.

Commission Comments on Current Site Plan Alternatives

As noted, the University has already prepared site plan alternatives in advance of finalizing the issue
identification. Although each of the proposed site plan alternatives has defined open space areas,
generally along the bluffs and surrounding the existing cluster of Long Marine Lab buildings, the
proposed three site plan alternatives raise a host of concerns. Each scenario appears to propose
inadequate buffers with development atop or within close proximity to wetlands, and may not reflect
the extent of all ESHAs at the site. As a case in point, each alternative does not include the small
wetland to the northeast of the McAllister Way (sample point number N55 of the 1997 delineation). In
fact, it appears that the proposed residential development in Alternative B is located upon or in very
close proximity to this wetland. This wetland must be considered in all site planning and an
appropriate buffer should be established. Likewise, the proposed residential development in
alternative B is inadequately buffered from wetlands in this vicinity, and does not appear to account
for the potential habitat, and wildlife corridor, in this area. (See Exhibit B for map of 1997 wetlands.)

Some of the currently considered alternatives appear to show insufficient buffers to protect known
ESHA areas. Specifically, in terms of the wetland adjacent to the De Anza mobile home site, it
appears that proposed development in Alternative B is not sufficiently setback from this wetland,
while (as mentioned above) the current extent of this wetland may change after further investigation. In
terms of the large seasonal pond, the Commission notes that each alternative proposes a development
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setback of 100-feet from this wetland. However, in terms of all the wetlands at the project site, this
wetland (aside from Younger Lagoon) probably has the highest habitat value. All biologists
(University and Commission) present at the September 15, 2000 site visit concurred that this wetland
deserves a minimum buffer of 150 feet, and that 200 feet may indeed be the more appropriate distance.
Therefore, the Commission recommends that the setback in this area be redesigned to account for a
larger setback.

The Commission notes that each alternative contains patches of what appear to be bright green
landscaped areas adjacent to various pathway segments. The nature of these proposed landscape areas
is unclear. At a minimum, these proposed landscaped areas should include only native plant species
that are compatible with, and enhance the value of, existing native plant communities at the site. In
addition, it is unclear to what extent indirect impacts from lights or other activities have been taken
into account in the planning so as to protect these habitats and the species that depend upon them.
These points should be clarified in the forthcoming draft LRDP and CEQA anlaysis.

The Commission notes that each alternative proposes a large “storage-maintenance lay-down yard”
atop a western bluff overlooking Younger Lagoon. This area does not appear to be appropriate for the
mass, scale and intensity of use shown in each of the proposed alternatives. In fact, this is an area on
the site that might best be considered for exclusive habitat protection purposes, including the potential
for restoration as upland habitat. Furthermore, it is unclear from the plans what, if any, buffers are
proposed here. Appropriate buffers between Younger Lagoon and any proposed development are
critical for its continued protection, and the forthcoming draft LRDP and CEQA document should
address this.

3. Preservation of Agricultural Uses
Coastal Act Policies Applicable to Terrace Point

The issue identification submittal correctly identifies that the following Coastal Act policies with
regards to the protection of agricultural lands in the vicinity of Terrace Point are applicable:

§ 30241: The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in
agricultural production to assure the protection of the areas agricultural economy, and
conflicts shall be minimized between agricultural and urban land uses through all of the
following:

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including,
where necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts between agricultural
and urban land uses.

(b) By limiting conversions of agricultural lands around the periphery of urban areas
to the lands where the viability of existing agricultural use is already severely limited by
conflicts with urban uses or where the conversion of the lands would complete a logical
and viable neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to urban
development.
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(c) By permitting the conversion of agricultural land surrounded by urban uses where
the conversion of the land would be consistent with Section 30250.

(d) By developing available lands not suited for agriculture prior to the conversion of
agricultural lands.

(e) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and nonagricultural
development do not impair agricultural viability, either through increased assessment
costs or degraded air and water quality.

(f) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands, except those conversions
approved pursuant to subdivision (b), and all development adjacent to prime agricultural
lands shall not diminish the productivity of such prime agricultural lands.

§ 30241.5:  (a) If the viability of existing agricultural uses is an issue pursuant to
subdivision (b) of Section 30241 as to any local coastal program or amendment to any
certified local coastal program submitted for review and approval under this division, the
determination of "viability" shall include, but not be limited to, consideration of an
economic feasibility evaluation containing at least both of the following elements:

(1) An analysis of the gross revenue from the agricultural products grown in the area
for the five years immediately preceding the date of the filing of a proposed local coastal
program or an amendment to any local coastal program.

(2) An analysis of the operational expenses, excluding the cost of land, associated with
the production of the agricultural products grown in the area for the five years
immediately preceding the date of the filing of a proposed local coastal program or an
amendment to any local coastal program.

For purposes of this subdivision, "area" means a geographic area of sufficient size to
provide an accurate evaluation of the economic feasibility of agricultural uses for those
lands included in the local coastal program or in the proposed amendment to a certified
local coastal program.

(b) The economic feasibility evaluation required by subdivision (a) shall be submitted
to the commission, by the local government, as part of its submittal of a local coastal
program or an amendment to any local coastal program.  If the local government
determines that it does not have the staff with the necessary expertise to conduct the
economic feasibility evaluation, the evaluation may be conducted under agreement with
the local government by a consultant selected jointly by local government and the
executive director of the commission.

§ 30242: All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted to
nonagricultural uses unless (l) continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible, or
(2) such conversion would preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate development
consistent with Section 30250.  Any such permitted conversion shall be compatible with
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continued agricultural use on surrounding lands.

§ 30243: The long-term productivity of soils and timberlands shall be protected, and
conversions of coastal commercial timberlands in units of commercial size to other uses
or their division into units of noncommercial size shall be limited to providing for
necessary timber processing and related facilities.

Agricultural Issues Identified by the University

The University’s submittal identifies the following Coastal Act issues, summarized below, addressing
the protection of agriculture in the vicinity of Terrace Point:

• What measures can be employed to minimize conflicts between nearby agricultural
operations and assure the continued compatibility of these lands?

Commission Comments Relative to Protecting Agricultural Lands

Prior to 1976, the entire Terrace Point site, including the area west of McAllister Way, was actively
farmed. While areas to the west of McAllister Way were converted in 1976 (and again in 1983) from
agricultural use to marine laboratory use, the remainder of the property formerly owned by Wells
Fargo was in active agricultural production as recently as 1988.

Adjacent agricultural operations have coexisted with LML facilities for over twenty years; the
University’s submittal rightly identifies the issue of continued compatatiblity. Therefore, the primary
issue that is raised by the LRDP is the implementation of adequate buffers and legal mechanisms to
avoid or reduce any potential impacts to or conflicts with adjacent agricultural lands and uses. As a
reference point, the Commission’s actions to date have not established a specific buffer distance, but
rather have deferred the establishment of such to the LRDP. Thus, the current issue with the LRDP
concerns the establishment of an appropriate buffer between development on the urban fringe of the
City and the existing Younger Ranch agricultural lands to the west and north of the site on the far side
of Younger Lagoon. In addition, a second issue concerns the establishment of allowable uses within
buffers areas and legal mechanisms to assure buffer effectiveness.

The LRDP should investigate and establish the implementation of buffers adequate to assure the
continued viability of adjacent agricultural operations. For example, the proximity of non-agricultural
uses at Terrace Point to standard adjacent agricultural practices (such as chemical spraying and
fertilizing) or ongoing agricultural by-products (such as dust and noise from machine operations –
cultivating, spraying, harvesting, et al) should not be seen as incompatible and/or a threat to the non-
agricultural uses. The Commission notes that appropriate buffers are particularly relevant here
because of the high prevailing westerly winds which typically sweep across this relatively treeless
area bringing noise, dust, and odors from adjacent farming operations to this site. The LRDP and
CEQA document should address these issues in detail.

Commission Comments Relative to the Current Site Plan Alternatives

Each of the alternatives proposes an agricultural setback from 300 to 500 feet. In past actions, the
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Commission has been careful to keep development generally outside of the 500-foot distance in
recognition that the valuable coastal agricultural lands surrounding the site. The Commission also
required the reserve of this buffer so that individual developments would not prejudice the preparation
of a LCP or LRDP for the site. Without additional information on site specific conditions and the
performance of other buffers used on similar situated sites, it is difficult for the Commission to
comment on the site plan alternative outside the context of the above-discussed measures that might
ensure continued compatibility here. Therefore, clarification of appropriate setbacks, additional
mechanisms to be implemented within the buffer (e.g. vegetative barriers), or legal instruments (i.e.
hold-harmless deed restriction), will be needed through the development of the LRDP in order to
evaluate whether the alternatives will ensure the continued viability of adjacent agricultural lands. In
addition, the Commission notes that multiple policies work in tandem on this site in that the
implementation of an appropriate agricultural setback is expected to serve dual purposes by also
affording a greater degree of protection to identified wetlands and riparian areas to the north of
McAllister Way.

4. Public Viewsheds
Coastal Act Policies Applicable to Terrace Point

The issue identification submittal correctly identifies that Coastal Act § 30251, concerning the
protection of public viewsheds, is applicable to Terrace Point. This section states:

§ 30251 The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as a resource of public importance.  Permitted development shall be sited and
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually
degraded areas.  New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the
California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of
Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its
setting.

Public Viewshed Issues Identified by the University

The University’s submittal identifies the following issues, summarized below, concerning the
protection of public viewsheds across Terrace Point:

• How can the LRDP protect and minimize impacts to visual resources?

• What are important view corridors and visual qualities at Terrace Point needing
protection?

Commission Comments Relative to the Protection of Public Viewsheds

 The area subject to the LRDP is located on a coastal bluff on the western edge of the City of Santa
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Cruz with Monterey Bay to the south, the agricultural lands of Santa Cruz County to the west, and the
Raytek plant to the north. To the east, beyond Terrace Point as viewed from Highway 1, is the low
profile De Anza Mobile Home Park. This site provides both a visual and land use transition between
urban uses and the undeveloped north coast. The LML/Terrace Point property is in a highly scenic
location, being visible from Highway 1 and located at the entryway to the City for southbound
travelers from rural Santa Cruz County. Views entering Santa Cruz on Highway 1 from the north
include the open fields of Terrace Point, and in the distance the CDFG Oiled Wildlife Facility, the
Long Marine Laboratory water towers, the Marine Discovery Center, and now the National Marine
Fisheries Service building. The site is also visible from the hills and various other vantage points
within Wilder Ranch State Park, from the bluff and beach at Natural Bridges Beach State Park, from
the foothills of the publicly owned Bombay property, and the waters of the Monterey Bay.

The University’s submittal identifies the issue of needing to locate public viewsheds that the LRDP
should protect. Commission staff discussion with the University have explained that the LRDP public
viewshed analyses should consider, at a minimum, views from: (1) Wilder Ranch State Park; (2)
Highway 1; (3) Natural Bridges State Park; (4) public beach areas; (5) Bombay property; and (6)
waters of the Monterey Bay.

In terms of past actions, the Commission has previously found that it does not view permitted
development to date as being indicative of the general scale of development appropriate for the
remainder of the site. More specifically, the Commission has found that, with the completed
construction of the proposed Ocean Health Building (3-83-076-A13), the Marine Discovery Center
(3-97-050), the NMFS facility (CD-50-98), the CDFG facility (3-83-076-A5) and the remainder of the
developed LML campus site, a significant cumulative visual impact from building scale and site
coverage has already occurred. Overall, though, the Commission has also found that additional
potential impacts to the viewshed could only be accounted for (and thereby avoided or mitigated)
through future planning efforts for Terrace Point (i.e. the LRDP). Thus, future development proposals
for Terrace Point must be evaluated within the context of the entire site, including the partial
commitment, balanced by wide expanses of open space, to development that the LML campus currently
represents. Therefore, the University’s submittal correctly raises the issue of identifying means by
which the LRDP can avoid and minimize public viewshed impacts. As a starting point, the LRDP
should consider the following variables important to an evaluation of public viewshed impacts: (1)
location and arrangement, (2) size, (3) mass, and (4) scale of proposed development. Therefore,
University Staff will need to keep these variables in mind when formulating proposed development
types, intensities, and locations under the LRDP; and likewise, during an analysis of the potential
viewshed impacts that may derive from any specifically-selected proposed development scheme.

Commission Comments Relative to the Current Site Plan Alternatives

Absent the 3-dimensional specifics of development envelopes represented in the proposed
alternatives, as well as the absence of a detailed visual analysis for proposed development types and
locations, it is premature for the Commission to comment fully on the potential viewshed impacts
resulting from each alternative. Nonetheless, the Commission is concerned that the proposed
alternatives illustrate substantial new buildings, whose massing raise serious questions of consistency
with the Coastal Act in this respect. Additionally, contemplated heights of 2 to 3 stories raise similar
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concerns.

5. Public Access and Recreation
Coastal Act Policies Applicable to Terrace Point

The issue identification submittal correctly identifies that Coastal Act Sections 30210-30214 and
30220-30224, pertaining to the provision of public access and recreation areas, are applicable to
Terrace Point. These sections state:

§ 30210: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational
opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and
the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource
areas from overuse.

§ 30211: Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of
dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.

§ 30212: (a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the
coast shall be provided in new development projects except where:

(1) It is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection  of
fragile coastal resources,

(2) Adequate access exists nearby, or,

(3) Agriculture would be adversely affected.  Dedicated accessway shall not be
required to be opened to public use until a public agency or private association agrees to
accept responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway.

(c) Nothing in this division shall restrict public access nor shall it excuse the
performance of duties and responsibilities of public agencies which are required by
Sections 66478.1 to 66478.14, inclusive, of the Government Code and by Section 4 of
Article X of the California Constitution.

§ 30212.5: Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas
or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts,
social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area.

§ 30213: Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged,
and, where feasible, provided.  Developments providing public recreational opportunities
are preferred.
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The commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed at an
amount certain for any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or other similar visitor-
serving facility located on either public or private lands; or (2) establish or approve any
method for the identification of low or moderate income persons for the purpose of
determining eligibility for overnight room rentals in any such facilities.

§ 30214: (a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a manner
that takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of public access
depending on the facts and circumstances in each case including, but not limited to, the
following:

(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics.

(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity.

(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and repass
depending on such factors as the fragility of the natural resources in the area and the
proximity of the access area to adjacent residential uses.

(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect the privacy
of adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of the area by providing
for the collection of litter.

 (b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the public access policies of this article be
carried out in a reasonable manner that considers the equities and that balances the
rights of the individual property owner with the public's constitutional right of access
pursuant to Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. Nothing in this section or
any amendment thereto shall be construed as a limitation on the rights guaranteed to the
public under Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution.

(c) In carrying out the public access policies of this article, the commission and any
other responsible public agency shall consider and encourage the utilization of innovative
access management techniques, including, but not limited to, agreements with private
organizations which would minimize management costs and encourage the use of
volunteer programs.

§ 30220: Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot
readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses.

§ 30221: Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational
use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or
commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is already
adequately provided for in the area.

§ 30222: The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational
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facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have
priority over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development,
but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry.

§ 30223: Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved
for such uses, where feasible.

§ 30224: Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be encouraged, in
accordance with this division, by developing dry storage areas, increasing public
launching facilities, providing additional berthing space in existing harbors, limiting non-
water-dependent land uses that congest access corridors and preclude boating support
facilities, providing harbors of refuge, and by providing for new boating facilities in
natural harbors, new protected water areas, and in areas dredged from dry land.

Public Access & Recreation Issues Identified by the University

The University’s submittal identifies the following Coastal Act issues, summarized below, with
regards to the provision of public access and recreational opportunities at Terrace Point:

• How will the LRDP assure that development maintains and enhances public access?

• How will changes in transit services, traffic, parking, on-site public access facilities,
public education programs, and on-site services affect public access?

• How will the resource values of Younger Lagoon be balanced with public access at
Terrace Point?

• How will public access be provided while maintaining marine laboratory security?

• How will safe bluff-top access be provided, consistent with the protection of ESHAs?

• Is vertical access to the foot of the bluff for public access and surfing feasible?

• What is the location and nature of historic accessways at Terrace Point?

• What is the appropriate signage for public access?

• How will the LRDP assure on-going management of public access?

Commission Comment Relative to Public Access & Recreation Opportunities at Terrace Point

Portions of the Terrace Point site have been used for public access to and along the shoreline for many
years, and continue to this day. Public access to Younger Lagoon and the adjacent beach environs,
though, was generally closed off in 1981 to allow for wetland research and study in a controlled
setting. In closing off public access to the area west of Long Marine Laboratory (LML) in 1981, the
Commission found that uncontrolled public access to the lagoon and beach area conflicted with
Coastal Act Section 30212(a)(1) because of the sensitive nature of the lagoon and beach resource.



22   | Terrace Point Long Range Development Plan Issue Identification .doc

California Coastal Commission

However, up until this decision, the Younger Lagoon beach area was quite popular, particularly with
UCSC students. Since the closure, some continued public access use has been observed by
Commission staff, particularly of the forebeach area by surfers who descend the coastal bluff at the
southwest corner of the LML property.

Since management is a key determinant of public access impacts, the Long Range Development Plan
(LRDP) will need to clearly describe parameters for public use of the site; the University’s submittal
appropriately identifies this issue. In terms of methods that the draft LRDP should follow in
prescribing public access amenities for Terrace Point, University Staff should consult California Code
of Regulations (CCR) § 13512. This section requires the submission of a public access component
within the LRDP; it must set forth in detail the kinds and intensity of uses and specific areas proposed
for direct physical access. On the whole, with the Terrace Point property now in public ownership, it
would appear appropriate that the LRDP will actively pursue maximizing public access consistent
with the directive of the Coastal Act. Terrace Point should be open and available to the general public
in both managed and open contexts. Since there are certain areas where controlled experiments and
research occurs that may restrict such access; the University’s submittal identifies this as a potential
conflict and issue. Likewise, the University’s submittal rightly raises questions of potential habitat-
access conflicts.

On this point and as required by the parameters of the original closure two decades ago, the
Commission will meet in the near future to decide whether Younger Lagoon should remain closed to
public use. The Commission’s ultimate decision will affect public access parameters for the site.
Nonetheless, the Act directs that public access must balance the sensitivity of habitat with the public’s
right to access the coast. Though not as large as Younger, another case in point is the large seasonal
wetland nearest to LML that is an important habitat area that provides habitat for various avian
species. The LRDP will need to investigate whether public pathways (designed and/or managed to
allow for an increase in the frequency and proximity of human contact) near to such habitats areas are
appropriate. The LRDP and CEQA document should include an analysis of this, and other, habitat-
access issues.

Commission Comments on Current Site Plan Alternatives

Concerning the proposed alternatives currently under review by the University, each depicts a
different configuration of orange colored pathways across the site. It appears that these pathways are
meant to depict public paths. It is unclear, however, whether the white colored road configuration in
each alternative is intended to represent public pathways; this point needs further clarification. To
date, University staff has expressed an interest in prohibiting public access within areas between
Younger Lagoon and McAllister Way, and because of this, it is unclear where, for example,
Alternatives A & B propose public access to the east of each proposed new road alignment. In
addition, the placement of previously approved and/or proposed fencing will also require further
consideration.

6. Geology
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Coastal Act Policies Applicable to Terrace Point

The issue identification submittal correctly identifies that Coastal Act Section 30253, relating to the
assurance of geologically stable development, is applicable to Terrace Point. This policy states:

§ 30253: New development shall:

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard.

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area
or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.

Geologic Issues Identified by the University

The Issue Identification submittal identifies the following issues, summarized below, regarding
geologic and bluff erosion issues at Terrace Point:

• How will development be sited to assure that increased erosion and future needs for
shoreline protection are not needed?

Commission Comment Relative to Ensuring Geologically Stable Development at Terrace Point

The University’s submittal correctly raises that issue of needing to assure that potential future
development will not require shoreline protection nor induce erosion. In terms of vehicles that will
help accomplish these objectives, the LRDP and CEQA documents should evaluate the geologic
stability of the coastal bluff here and recommend an appropriate buffer accordingly. Concerning the
prevention of erosion on site, the LRDP should include provisions and/or standards, such as Best
Management Practices, to prevent excessive erosion. Any special geologic concerns should also
translate into policies that will direct the appropriate location and engineering of future structures. The
Commission notes that each site plan alternative proposes a bluff-top setback of 300-feet. Based on
currently available information, this proposed setback appears to be appropriate, provided that
development is prohibited in perpetuity within the buffer, and also under circumstances that assure
continued public access along the bluff-top through the life of the campus.

7. Public Services – Stable Urban Rural Boundary
Coastal Act Policies Applicable to Terrace Point

The issue identification submittal correctly identifies that Coastal Act Sections 30241(a), pertaining to
the provision of a stable urban/rural boundary, and Sections 30250, 30252, 30253 (4), and 30254 with
reference to the provision of public services are applicable to Terrace Point. These policies state:

§ 30241: The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in
agricultural production to assure the protection of the areas agricultural economy, and
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conflicts shall be minimized between agricultural and urban land uses through all of the
following:

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including,
where necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts between agricultural
and urban land uses.

§ 30250: (a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to,
existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.  In
addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing
developed areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area
have been developed and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of
surrounding parcels.

§ 30252: The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance
public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service,
(2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other
areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile
circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing
substitute means of serving the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the
potential for public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and
by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby
coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of development with local park
acquisition and development plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to
serve the new development.

§ 30253(4): New development shall: Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles
traveled.

§ 30254: New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to
accommodate needs generated by development or uses permitted consistent with the
provisions of this division; provided, however, that it is the intent of the Legislature that
State Highway Route l in rural areas of the coastal zone remain a scenic two-lane road.
Special districts shall not be formed or expanded except where assessment for, and
provision of, the service would not induce new development inconsistent with this division.
Where existing or planned public works facilities can accommodate only a limited amount
of new development, services to coastal dependent land use, essential public services and
basic industries vital to the economic health of the region, state, or nation, public
recreation, commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not be precluded by
other development.

Public Service and Stable Urban/Rural Boundary Issues Identified by the University
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The Issue Identification submittal identifies the following issues, summarized below, concerning
public services and the stability of an urban/rural boundary at Terrace Point:

• How will the LRDP concentrate development, complete a logical and viable
neighborhood, and/or establish a stable urban/rural boundary?

• How can adequate public services be made available to Long Marine Laboratory (LML)
without destabilizing the urban/rural boundary?

• How will the LRDP assure that development maintains and enhances public access to the
coast?

• What is the appropriate location and amount of public parking?

Commission Comment Relative to Public Services and a Stable Urban/Rural Boundary

Access to the LML site currently is provided by a private road (on a non-exclusive easement) which
extends from the Delaware Avenue-Shaffer Road intersection to McAllister Way; McAllister is a
private 20-foot wide oil and gravel road which runs along the eastern edge of the Long Marine
Laboratory site. A security gate with keyed access at Shaffer Road restricts public access to LML after
hours. Delaware Avenue is a 2-lane collector street which runs parallel to Mission Street (Highway
1); several streets provide connections between Mission Street and Delaware Avenue.

Although Terrace Point is connected to water, sewer, gas, and electrical lines servicing the City of
Santa Cruz, these services are not public. Because of the private nature of these services and the legal
mechanisms preventing their extension, the Commission has found that previous development at the
site would not be growth inducing. Concerning the LRDP, the primary issue on this point concerns the
establishment of a clear and effective stable urban/rural boundary; the University’s submittal
appropriately details this issue.

In addition to demonstrating that adequate (but not excessive) services are available for existing and
proposed development, the LRDP will need to address the issue of preserving a stable urban-rural
boundary here. Specifically, the LRDP should investigate measures, similar to those provided for in
the recent Watsonville LCP Amendment 1-99 (i.e. utility prohibition zones, “non-access” easements,
minimized utility line sizes, etc.) that would achieve such a boundary.

Concerning road configurations, it would appear appropriate for the LRDP to pursue a circulation
pattern that minimizes the number and extent of road areas. Additionally, the LRDP should investigate
and, where feasible, include provisions for off-site parking in conjunction with continued shuttle
service to the site. On a similar note, the impact of proposed development upon nearby coastal access
routes, particularly Highway 1 and Mission Street, will need to be investigated and addressed in the
LRDP. Finally, it should be noted that potential traffic impacts are but one of many factors that will
need to be considered in deriving the appropriate intensity of development at Terrace Point.

Commission Comment Relative to Current Site Plan Alternatives
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The Commission notes that each of the University’s current alternative proposes a road pattern that
differs from the current configuration. Specifically, Alternative B proposes to relocate McAllister
Way to the center of the site; this would bring vehicular traffic around the east of the seasonal pond.
To the extent that such a route was a thoughtful redirection in order to increase the habitat connectivity
between Younger Lagoon and the large seasonal pond, such a route may be worth considering. In fact,
a road configuration designed to limit activity near to Younger Lagoon may be worthy of pursuing. On
the other hand, it appears that such a route would serve to fragment existing habitat and open space
areas; thus, only if such a change can be demonstrated to fit into an overall circulation pattern that to
protects resources, should it be considered.

The Commission is curious why Alternatives A & C propose only a partial removal of the current
northern portion of McAllister Way. It appears that restoration of this area in order to enhance wildlife
corridor values would be more appropriate. Also, it is unclear as to why Alternative C proposes a
dead-end road at the first left-hand turn coming off of McAllister Way.

8. Coastal Act Priority Uses
Coastal Act Policies Applicable to Terrace Point

The issue identification submittal correctly recognizes that Coastal Act Sections 30213, 30220 to
30223, and 30250, addressing land use priorities, are applicable to Terrace Point. These policies
state:

§ 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged,
and, where feasible, provided.  Developments providing public recreational opportunities
are preferred.

§ 30220: Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot
readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses.

§ 30221:  Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational
use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or
commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is already
adequately provided for in the area.

§ 30222: The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational
facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have
priority over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development,
but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry.

§ 30222.5: Ocean front land that is suitable for coastal dependent aquaculture shall be
protected for that use, and proposals for aquaculture facilities located on those sites shall
be given priority, except over other coastal dependent developments or uses.
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§ 30223:  Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved
for such uses, where feasible.

§ 30250:  (c) Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing
developed areas shall be located in existing isolated developments or at selected points of
attraction for visitors.

§ 30255: Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority over other developments on
or near the shoreline.  Except as provided elsewhere in this division, coastal-dependent
developments shall not be sited in a wetland.  When appropriate, coastal-related
developments should be accommodated within reasonable proximity to the coastal-
dependent uses they support.

Land Use Priority Issues Identified by the University

The Issue Identification submittal identifies the following issues, summarized below, on the subject of
priority of land uses at Terrace Point:

• How do the Coastal Act policies giving coastal-dependent and coastal-related
development priority for siting here affect the LRDP?

• Would the provision of LML-related living and food service accommodations meet
coastal-related standards?

Commission Comment Relative to Land Use Priorities at Terrace Point

The Commission notes that questions have arisen with regards to the appropriate types of uses that
should and should not be pursued through the LRDP at this location (for example, housing). As a
starting point, the types of use for the subject site need to be understood within the general context of
previously permitted development at this location. When the Commission originally authorized the
initial development of the Long Marine Laboratory facility in 1976 on lands heretofore used for
agriculture, a Coastal Act priority use, it was only because the Lab was a coastal-dependent facility,
another Coastal Act priority use, that needed to be located near to the ocean and in a remote, semi
isolated area. The Commission specifically found that the facility would not adversely affect adjacent
agricultural operations; and that limited public access was necessary in order to protect the
environmentally sensitive lagoon and beach habitats.

At each juncture when the Lab expanded, and when California Department of Fish & Game and
National Marine Fisheries Service were added to the mix, the Commission was careful to weigh the
relative land-use priorities for these additional coastal-dependent/related developments versus the
rural, agricultural lands that would be displaced. In each of these cases, it was largely due to the
priority nature of the marine research facilities proposed that this transitional area at the edge of urban
Santa Cruz was allowed to be converted to marine research facilities. These previous interpretations
by the Commission hold true to this day.

When the University forwards its Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) to the Commission for
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review, it will be within the above discussed land use context that LRDP policies for types of uses
will be evaluated. Regardless of Terrace Point’s proximity to the urban areas of Santa Cruz, the
Commission has found that the Terrace Point site is outside of the urban boundary. In addition, in light
of past agricultural uses here, the Commission has only permitted the conversion of lands to marine
research-educational uses because of their status as high priority uses under the Coastal Act. As such,
each development type and/or use proposed under the LRDP will likewise be evaluated for its priority
for siting here under the Coastal Act. On a similar note, California Code of Regulations (CCR) §
13513 requires that the University to identify uses of more than local importance within the LRDP;
marine research facilities dependent upon seawater would qualify under this criteria.

Commission Comment Relative to Current Site Plan Alternatives

Each alternative proposes to locate residential uses at the northeast corner of the site. As Commission
staff has previously stated, stand alone residential use at this location is not a priority use under the
Coastal Act. As such, the University must provide further information and analysis on the relationship
between any proposed residential uses and other existing and/or proposed coastal dependent and
coastal related development types.

9. LRDP Implementation Measures
While the University’s issue identification submittal correctly identifies the Coastal Act policies that
are applicable to Terrace Point, it does not go into the detail necessary to address implementation of
the Long Range Development Plan (LRDP).  Once the Coastal Commission approves an LRDP for the
site, the University will initially be responsible for ensuring that any future development is consistent
with the LRDP.  The California Code of Regulations contain some minimum standards for such a
review procedure.  Therefore, another issue that the University needs to explore is how it will ensure
that this consistency happens.  Some of these specific issues are:

1. How will the University ensure that its diverse staff in various departments both on
campus and statewide follow the LRDP; e.g., Will an internal permit process be
established? Will there be one staff position specifically assigned?

2. How will the University ensure that the notice requirements of California Code of
Regulations (CCR) § 13549 are complied with?

3. How will the University ensure that projects are built according to agreed upon
specifications? (e.g., Will there be some type of permit that has conditions or
specifications? How will there be assurances that contractors follow these?)

4. There may be some projects that are undertaken by other agencies on the site (e.g. like the
NMFS building was).  Will the University assert control over these projects under the
LRDP or will the Coastal Commission still do coastal permits or federal consistencies
for those type of projects?  Likewise, there may be projects that are undertaken by utility
or similar providers (e.g., PG& E, City Water Department) that occur on the University
property.  Again, will the University through the LRDP assert some sort of review over
these and, if so, how?

5. The LRDP is a blueprint for complete site development, which might not ever completely
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occur and which likely will not occur at one time.  The LRDP will also have protective
provisions such as showing areas that will not be developed.  How will the University
relate such protective measures to the development so that the end result is not, for
example, construction of individual building envelopes with projects without the
remainder of the site being landscaped or restored as provided under the LRDP?  (This
also relates to the issue as to whether the University intends to retain total ownership of
the site and its buildings or intends to lease certain sites or buildings to others.)

6. There may be some activities that are undertaken that may appear to be minor and
independent of any particular building project shown in the LRDP (e.g., installation of a
fence; site grading) that are nonetheless defined as “development” under the Coastal Act.
How will the University assure that these will receive scrutiny and proper notice?  CCR
Section 13549(d) does allow for certain developments to be the equivalent of being
excluded, but the LRDP will have to specifically list these and mechanisms for
implementation of an exclusion process.

7. There may also be emergency situations requiring expeditious corrective measures.  How
will the University see that these are authorized and ensure notice and coordination with
any other affected agencies, as well as the Commission?

8. Previous permits have been issued covering developments on Terrace Point, including
requirements for lagoon management, event limitations, and public access provision.
These cannot be ignored or voided by the University unless there is specific language in
the certified LRDP which indicates which requirements may be superceded by
subsequent actions of the University in its implementation of the LRDP.  How will the
University ensure that these requirements remain effective and are implemented?

In light of the above, the final LRDP should be explicit as to the following:

1. Internal procedures for various identified University staff and departments to prepare and
review development plans consistent with the LRDP;

2. Notice procedures and responsibilities consistent with CCR Section 13549;
3. Internal procedures for post-approval condition and construction review to ensure

projects are constructed pursuant to approved specifications and remedies for any
identified problems;

4. Identification of project types or land areas (e.g., easement areas) that are not under
University jurisdiction and thus not subject to the University’s LRDP review procedures.

5. Identification of mechanisms including easements, deed restrictions, CC&Rs, lease
agreements, etc. to ensure that all site work, restoration, and protection is implemented.

6. Identification of minor development categories that can occur without following LRDP
project approval process.

7. Identification of an emergency authorization process consistent with California Code of
Regulations and the Coastal Act.

8. Listing of previous permits and condition requirements and incorporation of required
management plans and other on-going condition obligations into the LRDP.

C. Next Steps
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Now that the University has correctly identified Coastal Act policies applicable to Terrace Point, the
next step in the planning process will include the preparation of a draft Long Range Development Plan
(LRDP) and accompanying CEQA document. As the University drafts these documents, the
Commission expects that the University will work with Commission staff under the provisions of
Coastal Commission Regulations (CCR) § 13516 (Staff Review During Preparation). This Section
states:

During the preparation of the LCP or LRDP, the local government or governing authority
shall to the extent possible coordinate with and be assisted by Commission staff in
resolving issues as to the conformity and sufficiency in meeting the requirements of the
California Coastal Act of 1976.  The executive director of the Commission may from time
to time give non-binding informational opinions on such issues, based on staff
interpretations of the Coastal Act and decisions of the Commission pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 30625(c).

In addition to coordinating with Commission staff, the University may also seek the guidance of the
Commission after it has completed a draft LRDP. This review by the Commission is provided for
under CCR § 13517 (Preliminary Review by the Commission), and which states,

(a) In addition to any Commission review of the issue identification, the governing
authority preparing the LCP or LRDP shall be entitled to at least one preliminary
review by the Commission prior to formal submittal.

If the University elects to solicit the Commission’s input on the draft LRDP, then this will occur at the
convenience of the Commission, with no vote or action taken.


